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This study investigated the degree to which significant differences existed between the 
mean writing scores of native speakers and international students at the end of their 
ESL 100 and ENG 100 freshman composition courses, respectively. Eight English 
Language Institute teachers (from the ESL Department) and eight English Department 
teachers were paid to rate 112 randomly assigned compositions without knowing 
which type of students had written each. As a side issue, the degree to which raters 
differed in the scores they assigned (both between and within departments) was also 
investigated. A holistic six-point rating scale initially devised by the composition 
teachers in the English Department was used by all raters. A three-way analysis of 
variance with repeated measures on two of the three factors was conducted to 
determine whether there were significant differences for main effects due to the type of 
student (ESL 100 versus ENG 100), the raters (ESL or English Departments), the order 
of reading within each department, or any interaction of these three factors. 
Raters were also asked to choose the best and worst features (from a list of six 
possibilities: cohesion, content, mechanics, organization, syntax, and vocabulary) of 
each composition as they rated it. The frequencies of these responses were analyzed 
using chi-square statistics for overall statistical differences followed by more detai1ed 
analyses for differences between and within the two departments. 
All results are discussed in terms of how ESL testing and decision making were 
affected. 
INTRODUCTION 
Background 
Beginning in 1985, one of the major goals of the University of Hawai'i at 
Manoa (UHM) was to strengthen the core curriculum. As part of this core, the 
teaching of writing gained paramount importance. A committee was formed 
to review the writing curriculum, assess the writing skills of Manoa students, 
and propose necessary changes in the written communication requirement. A 
proposal to develop a writing-across-the-curriculum program was made and 
approved in late 1986. This was the beginning of the Manoa Writing Program 
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as it exists today. 
The central purpose of the Manoa Writing Program is to improve the 
quality of students' writing at UfTh1 by teaching them "to communicate clearly 
and effectively in standard English" and "to reason clearly and effectively" 
(UHM 1984). The Program provides for intensive training in writing that starts 
in the freshman year and continues throughout the students' undergraduate 
studies. Much more complex than typical university writing programs, the one 
at UHM draws on the best elements from the writing programs across the 
United States by providing basic composition training for all students and 
writing intensive courses within their major, or other related fields. Thus the 
Program can only survive with the co-operation of a large part of the faculty. 
Programs and Politics 
The ESL Department, and its sub-unit the English Language Institute 
(ELI), first became directly involved in these issues when the Director and 
Assistant Director of the ELI as well as the Chair of the ESL Department were 
invited by the Dean of our College (the College of Languages, Linguistics and 
Literature) to a meeting with the Chair of the English Department and the 
Director of Composition. The Chair of the English Department opened the 
meeting by stating that our purpose was to discuss "the ESL problem." A 
good deal of anecdotal evidence was presented for the particular weakness of 
foreign students' writing abilities. The ESL students in the EU finish their 
training in writing with a course, ESL 100, which is treated at UfTh1 as an exact 
equivalent to the ENG 100 freshman composition course (offered by the 
English Department and required of all native speakers pursuing BA and BS 
degrees). It was suggested that the ESL students should be tested at the end of 
their training to determine whether they were up to the same "standard" as the 
students in the English Department. As is usual in such academic meetings, no 
conclusion of these issues was reached. However as is also common in 
academia, a committee was formed to study the problem further. 
The new committee was made up of representatives of the ELI, the ESL 
Department, the English Department and the College Dean's office. As 
Director of the ELI, I conceded at the first meeting that it might be useful to test 
our ESL students at the end of instruction if, and only if, students in the 
English Department would also be tested for comparison. After initial 
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resistance, it was agreed that all of our ESL students would be tested at the end 
of ESL 100 and three or four sections of ENG 100 (out of over 50) would be 
tested at the same time. A study was set up by this committee and funded by 
the University. I The author of this paper was put in charge of the study, and 
the results are reported here. 
Purpose 
The purpose of this study was to begin answering some of our general 
policy questions about the place of ESL students in our new campus-wide 
writing program through study of the following, much more specific, research 
questions: 
1. Is the holistic scoring method (i.e., the scale used by the Manoa 
Writing Program) reasonably reliable when used by raters in the 
English and ESL Departments? 
2. Is there a significant difference in the mean performance of students 
who have successfully completed ENG 100 as compared to ESL 100 
when judged by instructors from the ESL and English Departments? 
3. Is there a significant difference in the mean scores assigned to writing 
samples by instructors from the English Department and teachers in 
the ESL Department? 
4. Are there any significant differences in the best and worst features 
identified for compositions when assigned by ESL and English 
Department raters? 
5. Are there any significant differences in the best and worst features 
identified for compositions when assigned by ESL and English 
Department raters at different score levels? 
The alpha decision level for all statistical decisions was set at <.05. 
1 This project was supported by a grant from the Educational Improvement Fund at the 
University of Hawai'i at Manoa in cooperation with the Writing Committee of the College of 
Languages, Linguistics and Literature. 
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METHODS 
Subjects 
The students in this study were all enrolled m 100 level freshman 
composition writing courses at UH Manoa. There were 56 compositions 
especially written for this project by international students enrolled in ESL 100 
and 56 written by native speakers enrolled in various sections of the ENG 100 
course offered by the English Department at the end of instruction during the 
Spring semester. The ENG 100 compositions came from sections (among more 
than 50 sections offered) wherein the instructors had volunteered that their 
students would participate.2 The ESL 100 compositions were randomly 
selected from a larger set written by the entire population of ESL 100 students. 
This subsample of ESL 100 compositions was taken so that they would be 
equal in number with the smaller number of compositions available from the 
ENG 100 sections. 
All of the students involved in this study were undergraduates. The ESL 
100 students were 55.7 percent male and 44.3 percent female and came from 
the following regions: East Asia (50%), Southeast Asia (21.5%), South Asia 
(10.7%), Pacific Basin (7.0%), Africa (5.4%) and Europe (5.4%). 
The ENG 100 students were all native speakers of English with 49.1 males 
and 50.8 percent females. It should be noted that in this particular situation, 
many of the students could be expected to also be speakers of Hawaiian Creole 
English (also known as pidgin). The degree to which this was true for different 
students was not treated as a variable in this study. 
Materials 
Two sets of test questions were used in this study: one that presented a 
reading passage and analytical writing task about genetic engineering, and one 
that presented a more open-ended narrative writing task about the problem of 
watching too much television. These two topics are equally represented within 
the 56 ESL 100 compositions as well as within the 56 ENG 100 compositions 
(see Brown & Durst 1987 for more on these topics). 
2 I would like to thank Dr. Russell Durst of the English Department for his help in collecting 
the writing samples from his department. I would also like to thank Professors Despain, 
Hilgers, Sibley and Stillians of the English Department for their help in planning and designing 
this study. 
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A previously established scoring guide was used to rate the students' 
essays (see Appendix A}. The descriptions and wording of the scales were 
originally developed by members of the English Department. This scale was 
then modified and approved by the members of the Manoa Writing Committee 
(including representatives from English and ESL, as well as from six other 
departments across the Manoa campus) for testing the writing abilities of all 
incoming undergraduate students (see Brown 1988, 1989). A strategy for 
training raters was also developed and produced in the form of a scoring 
pamphlet with explanation of the scoring process and example compositions 
for practice in assigning ratings. 
While scoring the compositions, the raters were also asked to identify the 
feature that they thought labeled the best feature of each composition and the 
one that they felt described the worst quality of each. There were six broad 
categories from which they could choose: cohesion, content, mechanics, 
organization, syntax, and vocabulary. These categories were a synthesis of five 
categories given in Brown and Bailey (1984} and five provided in Jacobs et al 
(1981). They were discussed before the rating began until a consensus was 
developed about what each one meant. The results of this discussion were put 
on a blackboard to which the raters could refer as they proceeded through their 
ratings. 
Procedures 
Testing. All subjects wrote their compositions during class periods in the 
last week of class during the Spring semester. Paper was provided to all 
students so that the raters would not be able to distinguish between groups on 
that basis. In addition, the students' names and other biodata were recorded 
separately on another sheet of paper. All compositions were then labeled with 
an identification number so that the raters would not know if a given 
composition was written by an ENG 100 or ESL 100 student. 
Scoring. After the semester was finished, eight composition instructors 
from the English Department and eight from ESL convened for training in the 
use of the scoring guide. Each instructor then scored 28 of the compositions 
written by the subjects described above. The raters were allowed as much time 
as was necessary to go through this process including a lunch break (with 
pizza provided by the investigator). The amount of time ranged from two to 
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four hours depending on the rater. The raters were paid a flat fee for their 
work in this project. 
The compositions were given to pairs of teachers within the group from 
each department such that each writing sample would be scored by two 
teachers from the English Department and two from ESL. The compositions 
were arranged in bundles so that each rater read equal numbers of ESL 100 and 
ENG 100 compositions. Keeping this balance in mind, the packets were also 
counterbalanced so that half of the raters read each composition first then 
exchanged bundles with their partners. All of this careful distribution and 
counterbalancing of the compositions was necessary so that comparisons could 
simultaneously be made between the performances of the two types of 
students, between the scores assigned by the two departments, as well as 
between the first and second score assignments by the raters within each 
department. 
The distribution of ESL 100 and ENG 100 compositions was otherwise 
random so that no discernible pattern would indicate to the rater which type of 
student had written any given composition. The instructors did, however, 
know that they were dealing with both kinds of students. Beyond that, the 
specific purposes and details of this research were not revealed until after all of 
the ratings had been completed. 
Analyses 
The sets of scores on the 112 compositions served as the dependent 
variable throughout much of this study. The primary independent variable of 
interest here was the students' background, i.e., whether they were English as a 
second language students as indicated by their enrollment in ESL 100, or native 
speakers of English as evidenced by their presence in ENG 100. This variable is 
labeled STUDENT TYPE in the analyses reported below, and it has two levels. 
A second independent variable of interest was the raters' background, i.e., 
whether the raters were primarily trained in English literature as indicated by 
the fact that they were instructors in the English Department, or trained in 
English as a second language. Individual discussions with each of the raters 
confirmed that the English Department raters had literature backgrounds with 
no specific training in teaching writing. This variable is labeled RATER 
DEPARTMENT in the analyses reported below, and it has two levels. The only 
moderator variable used in this study was the dichotomy between whether the 
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rater was the first or second reader of a given composition. This variable is 
labeled ORDER in this study, and it has two levels. 
The interval scale scores (ranging from 0- 5) for each composition were 
coded along with the nominal data for STUDENT TYPE, RATER 
DEPARTMENT, and ORDER. All statistical analyses were performed using 
SYSTAT (1988). 
In addition to descriptive statistics, interrater reliability was calculated 
using the Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient and a K-R20 based 
on Ebel (1979). Three-way analysis of variance {ANOV A) procedures were 
calculated with STUDENT TYPE treated as a grouping factor, while RATER 
DEP AR1MENT and ORDER were treated as repeated measures. Multivariate 
analyses (including Wilks' lambda and Hotelling-Lawley trace F statistics) 
were also calculated to confirm the more familiar univariate results reported 
here. 
The nominal data gathered on the best and worst features assigned by 
raters for each composition were analyzed using overall chi-square statistics 
followed by more detailed analyses based on the same statistic. The purpose 
here was to zero in on interesting significant differences in raters' views 
between and within the two departments. 
RESULTS 
Reliability 
Since the results of this study can logically be no more reliable than the 
measures upon which it is based, the issue of reliability {as raised in research 
question number one) will be discussed first. Reliability was initially 
addressed by exploring the interrater correlation to determine the degree of 
relationship between the scores assigned by half of the raters from each 
department with those scores given by the other half. Assignment of the raters 
to these two halves, group A or B, was purely random. The correlations 
between the groups are reported in Table 1. They were all found to be 
significantly different from zero (two-tailed) at p < .05. The combined 
reliability reported at the bottom of Table 1 is based on the two scores from 
each department taken together, as well as on all four scores taken together. It 
is based on a K-R20 estimate for rating scales given in Ebel (1979, p. 282-284). 
125 
126 BROWN 
Table 1: Correlation Matrix for Rater Groups 
INTERRATER ESTIMATES 
ENG/A 1. 00 
ENG/B .37 * 1.00 
ESL/A .58 * .45 * 1.00 
ESL/B .36 * .37 * .47 * 1.00 
ENG/A ENG/B ESL/A ESL/B 
COMBINED RELIABILITY 
ENG A&B .54 
ESL A&B .64 
ALL RATERS .76 
(TOGETHER) 
* p < .OS, df = 112 
According to Table 1, the ESL Department raters produced scores that 
were reliable at about .64 overall for both raters taken together. This can be 
interpreted directly as the proportion of the score variance that is consistent. In 
other words, approximately 64 percent of the variance among scores can be 
considered true score variance, while the remaining 36 percent must be viewed 
as random variance which is not systematically accounted for. This is useful 
information in the sense that it helps understand the degree to which the 
students' writing abilities are being assessed in a consistent manner. 
Since 2- 4 ratings are used for each student's placement decision in the 
ESL Department and 2 - 6 raters are used in the English Department decisions, 
the three estimates shown at the bottom of Table 1 are felt to be adequate 
lower-bound estimates of the reliability of this instrument when used in actual 
decision making. These results are comparable to the reliabilities found for the 
same instrument when it is applied to the writing samples in the Manoa 
Writing Placement Examination, which has now been administered to over 
three thousand incoming freshmen. The 1989 estimates ranged from .60, .65, 
.67 for two, three and four raters, respectively (Brown 1989). 
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Table 2: Descriptive Statistics for Student Type and Rater's Department 
STIIDENT TypE 
RATER ENG 100 STUPENTS ESL 100 STtiDENTS ENG 100 & ESL 100 
DEPARTMENT N MEAN SD N MEAN SD N MEAN SD 
ENGLISH 112 2.46 1.11 112 2.30 .77 
ESL 112 2.37 1.16 112 2.31 .96 
BOTH DEPT. 224 2.42 1.14 224 2.30 .87 
Combined 
Mean Differences 
224 2.38 .96 
224 2.34 1.06 
448 2.36 1.01 
The means and standard deviations for the students finishing English 100 
and ESL 100 are shown in Table 2. These descriptive statistics and the 
associated marginals are given separately for both types of students as well as 
for raters from each of the departments. The differences between ENG 100 and 
ESL 100 students' mean scores appear to be small as do the differences between 
the means of scores assigned by the raters from the English Department when 
compared to the raters from ESL. These differences proved equally 
unimpressive from a statistical point of view. The source table shown in Table 
3 indicates that none of the main effects due to STUDENT TYPE (ESL 100 
versus ENG 100), RATER DEPARTMENT (English Department versus ESL 
Department), or ORDER (whether the rater was first or second reader of a 
composition) were significant. Nor did any of the interaction effects for these 
the factors show any signs of approaching statistical significance. Thus the null 
hypotheses of no mean differences for STUDENT TYPE, RATER 
DEPARTMENT, and ORDER cannot be rejected. 
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Table 3: Three-Way Univariate Anova with Repeated Measures 
(B and C Below) 
SOURCE ss df MS F 
BETWEEN SUBJECTS EFFECTS 
A {STUDENT TYPE) 2.315 1 2.315 1.003 
Subjects within groups 253.915 110 2.308 
WITHIN SUBJECTS EFFECTS 
B (RATER DEPARTMENT) 0.487 l 0.487 0.819 
AB Interaction 0.362 l 0.362 0.609 
B + Subjects within groups 65.386 110 0.594 
c (ORDER) 0.799 1 0.799 1.150 
AC Interaction 0.049 l 0.049 0.070 
c + Subjects within groups 76.396 110 0.695 
BC Interaction 0.276 1 0.276 0.544 
ABC Interaction 0.116 1 0.116 0.228 
BC + Subjects within groups 55.864 110 0.508 
p 
0.319 
0.367 
0.437 
0.286 
0.792 
0.462 
0.634 
Note that the ratings of ESL students appear to be somewhat more 
homogeneous than those for the ENG students as indicated by the smaller 
standard deviations for the former group. Similarly, the English Department 
raters appear to produce scores that are slightly more homogeneous than those 
assigned by the ESL raters. An Fmax test between the variances associated with 
the largest and smallest standard deviations discussed above produced an 
Fmax ratio of 2.2695, which was significant at p < .05 (k = 2, v = 112). Thus 
some of the observed differences between standard deviations are interpreted 
as probably due to other than chance factors. 
More importantly, this result indicates that there are probable violations 
of the restrictive assumptions (i.e., homogenous variances and compound 
symmetry) that accompany repeated measures designs like the one reported 
below. To address this issue, multivariate analyses were also conducted. The 
univariate and multivariate F statistics for each effect and interaction lead to 
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the same conclusions. Therefore, it is with confidence that the more familiar 
univariate results are presented in Table 3. In short, the small differences 
among the means shown in Table 2 are interpreted as chance fluctuations that 
cannot be attributed to systematic differences based on the variables used in 
this study. 
Cross-tabulation of "Features." 
Given that no statistically significant mean differences were detected in 
the ratings assigned by the two departments, are there any differences between 
the ways that ESL and English instructors rate compositions? Recall that the 
raters were asked to identify the feature that they thought labeled the best 
quality of each composition and the one that they felt described the worst 
quality of each. There were six broad categories from which they could choose 
as follows: cohesion, content, mechanics, organization, syntax, and vocabulary. 
The results for these analyses begin in Table 4, in which the best features 
identified by the raters in each of the departments are shown. The comparable 
figures for worst features are shown in Table 5. Notice that at the bottom of 
each of these tables, an overall statistically significant chi-square value is 
reported. Based on this, it was felt that more detailed analyses were justified. 
Chi-square values were calculated for differences between the two 
departments on each of the features. Notice that these statistics are reported in 
the column furthest to the right in each table and that those which were 
statistically significant have an asterisk and are presented in boldface type. 
Note also that the percents reported throughout the tables are those for the 
columns, not for rows.3 
3 In some of these columns, the percents do not add up to exactly 100 percent because of 
rounding. In no case are the totals off by more than one-tenth of a percent. 
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Table 4: Overall Best Features Identified by Each Deparbnent 
BEST Bal:EBS 
FEATURE ENG ESL TOTAL x2 
COHESION 55 26 81 10.38* 
% COL 24.6% 11.6% 18.1% 
CONTENT 71 86 157 1.43 
% COL 31.7% 38.4% 35.0% 
MECHANICS 21 24 45 .20 
% COL 9.4% 10.7% 10.0% 
ORGANIZATION 32 65 97 11.23* 
% COL 14.3% 29.0% 21.7% 
SYNTAX 29 6 35 15.11* 
% COL 12.9% 2. 7% 7.8% 
VOCABULARY 16 17 33 .03 
% COL 7.1% 7.6% 7.4% 
TOTAL 224 224 448 
OVERALL CHI SQUARE = 38.3872, df = 5, p < .05 
* p < .05 (df = 1) 
In Table 4, the feature most often identified as best was CONTENT 
(chosen for about 35 percent of the compositions), while VOCABULARY and 
MECHANICS were the least often associated with the best feature (7.4 and 10 
percent, respectively). The departments seem to be more or less in agreement 
on these three features. Markedly divergent and statistically significant 
differences emerge on the other three features. The English Department raters 
chose COHESION more than twice as often as the ESL raters (24.6 percent and 
11.6 percent, respectively) and SYNTAX nearly five times as often (with 12.9 
and 2.7 percent, respectively). The reverse was true for ORGANIZATION 
which was assigned more than twice as often by ESL raters (29.0 percent for 
ESL and 14.3 percent for English Department raters). 
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Table 5: Overall Worst Features Identified by Each Department 
WORST BalEiBS 
FEATURE ENG ESL TOTAL x2 
COHESION 14 21 35 1.40 
% COL 6.3% 9.4% 7.8% 
CONTENT 59 88 147 5.72* 
% COL 26.3\ 39.3\ 32.8% 
MECHANICS 28 10 38 8.53* 
% COL 12.5\ 4.5\ 8.5\ 
ORGANIZATION 21 30 51 1.59 
% COL 9.4% 13.4% 11.4% 
SYNTAX 80 60 140 2 . 86 
% COL 35.7% 26.8% 31.3% 
VOCABULARY 22 15 37 1.33 
% COL 9.8% 6.7% 8.3% 
TOTAL 224 224 448 
OVERALL CHI SQUARE ::: 21.4171, df 5, p < .05 
* p < .05 (df ::: 1) 
The fact that such marked differences existed between the views of the 
raters in the two departments, led to further analysis of these features broken 
down by score levels. Tables 6 and 7 present the same information covered in 
Tables 4 and 5, but subcategorized into low (0-1), middle (2-3) and high (4-5) 
score ranges. Again, the features that were found to be statistically different 
between the departments are highlighted in boldface type. Note that 
considerably more scores were assigned in the middle range of 2-3 than in 
either of the other ranges and that this was true for raters in both departments. 
Observe also that the features assigned to compositions as best and worst seem 
to vary even within departments (among the three score ranges). The chi-
square (X2) values are given for differences in the number of compositions 
assigned each feature within each of the three score ranges (just below the 
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appropriate comparisons). Those that turned out to be significant are in 
boldface. 
Table 6: Best Features For Each Score 
BEST El:lGI.ISI:l I2f:fi SCQBJ::.S f:SI.. I2f:f!.Bit:2f:l:li SCQBJ::S 
FEATURE 0-1 2-3 4-5 0-1 2-3 4-5 
COHESION 17 32 6 11 14 1 
% COL 42.5% 20.0% 25.0% 21.6% 9.9% 3.1% 
[ x2 = 23. 93*1 [ x2 = 10 . 97*1 
CONTENT 4 56 11 12 50 24 
% COL 10.0% 35.0% 45.8% 23.5% 35.5% 75.0% 
[ x2 = 8. oo *l £ x2 = 26.59*1 
MECHANICS 7 14 0 9 15 0 
% COL 17 . 5% B.B% 0.0% 17.6% 10.6% 0.0% 
£ x2 = 5.13] [ x2 = 8. 03*] 
ORGANIZATION 4 23 5 12 48 5 
% COL 10.0% 14. 4% 20.8% 23.5% 34.0% 15.6% 
£ x2 = 1.241 £ x2 = o. 621 
SYNTAX* 5 22 2 2 4 0 
% COL 12.5% 13.8% 8.3% 3. 9% 2.8% 0.0% 
£ x2 = 0.48] £ x2 == 1. 47] 
VOCABULARY 3 13 0 5 10 2 
% COL 7.5% 8.1% 0.0% 9.8 % 7.1% 6.3% 
£ x2 = 1. 94] £ x2 = 1. 67] 
TOTAL 40 160 24 51 141 32 
* p < .05 (df = 2) 
For the best features (see Table 6), COHESION, which showed significant 
differences between departments, also produced significant chi-square values 
for comparisons among score ranges within each of the departments. This 
indicates that COHESION is applied more often as the best feature for lower 
scoring compositions in both groups of raters. CONTENT, which exhibited no 
significant difference between departments, shows the reverse pattern for both 
departments, i.e., it is more often applied to high scoring compositions. 
MECHANICS, though not assigned very frequently by either group (and 
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producing no significant difference between departments), only evidenced 
significant differences among scores assigned by ESL raters, and even by them, 
it was listed only for low and middle scores. ORGANIZATION was clearly 
more often chosen by ESL raters, and this overall difference proved significant. 
However, there were no significant differences for score ranges within either 
department on this feature. SYNTAX, which showed that, overall, the English 
Department raters were significantly higher that ESL raters, produced no 
differences within departments. VOCABULARY produced no significant 
differences between or within departments. 
Table 7: Worst Features for Each Score 
WORST E~GI..ISH I2Efi SCQBJ:iS ESI.. I:!Ef!.BIME~I SCQBES 
FEATURE 0-1 2-3 4-5 0-1 2-3 4-5 
COHESION 2 9 3 1 16 4 
% COL 5.0% 5.6% 12.5% 2.0% 11.3% 12.5% 
c x2 = 1.101 c x2 = 3. 441 
CONTENT 19 35 5 31 55 2 
% COL 47.5% 21.9% 20.8% 60.8% 39.0% 6.3% 
r x2 ,. 8.29*] r x2 == 21. 70*1 
MECHANICS 4 21 3 3 1 6 
% COL 10.0% 13. U 12.5% 5.9% 0.7% 18.8% 
£ x2 .. o. 251 r xz == 2s. 78*1 
ORGANIZATION 3 15 3 6 21 3 
% COL 7.5% 9.4% 12.5% 11.8% 14.9% 9.4% 
£ x2 *"' o. 40l c xz = 0.10] 
SYNTAX 8 64 8 10 38 12 
% COL 20.0 \ 40.0 \ 33.3% 19 . 6% 27.0% 37.5% 
c x2 ... 3. 631 r xz = 5. 431 
VOCABULARY 4 16 2 0 10 5 
t COL 10.0\ 10.0% 8.3% 0.0% 7.1% 15.6% 
£ x2 z: 0.06] r x2 = 9. 89*] 
TOTAL 40 160 24 51 141 32 
* p < .05 (df 2) 
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For the worst features (see Table 7), COHESION exhibited no significant 
differences between or within departments. CONTENT showed significant 
differences between departments as well as for comparisons among score 
ranges within each of the departments. It appears that this feature is applied 
more often as the worst feature for low scoring compositions in both groups of 
raters, though more markedly so among ESL raters. MECHANICS, though 
applied 2.8 (statistically significant) times as often by English Department 
raters, only showed significant differences within the ESL Department (in favor 
of the low and middle ratings). ORGANIZATION was clearly chosen more 
often overall by ESL raters, and this overall difference proved significant. 
However, for this feature, there were no significant differences for score ranges 
within either department. SYNTAX, which showed that the English 
Department raters were significantly higher than ESL raters, produced no 
differences within departments. VOCABULARY produced no significant 
differences between or within departments. 
In short, with respect to the best features, both groups appear to agree 
that content is an important positive feature. However, their views diverge 
significantly on COHESION, ORGANIZATION and SYNTAX assignments 
with both groups applying COHESION to lower scoring compositions and 
CONTENT to higher scoring ones. Aside from significant differences for 
MECHANICS within the ESL rater group, all other best feature differences 
within and between departments were not statistically significant. This means 
that these observed differences in frequencies cannot be attributed to other 
than chance factors. [Put another way, there is only a five percent probability 
that the observed differences occurred because of systematic differences in the 
factors being investigated.} 
With respect to the worst features, the English Department and ESL raters 
appear to agree that SYNTAX is an important negative feature. However, they 
differ significantly on CONTENT and MECHANICS. CONTENT shows an 
opposite pattern here from that which it produced as a best feature, i.e., as a 
worst feature, it is applied more frequently to the lower scores. Aside from 
some additional significant differences for MECHANICS and VOCABULARY 
within the ESL rater group, all other worst feature differences within and 
between departments can only be attributed to chance (as explained in the 
previous paragraph). 
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DISCUSSION 
The main thrust of this project was to determine whether the two populations 
of students enrolled in ENG 100 and ESL 100 differed in their performance in 
writing at the end of 100 level training in composition. The results indicate 
only chance differences in the overall performance of these two groups of 
students when they are rated by instructors from each department separately 
or by all of the instructors collectively. In addition, it was found that the raters 
within and between the two departments do not, on average, vary significantly 
in the scores that they assign to compositions, whether written by ENG 100 
students or ESL 100 students. 
It is important to note that, in the repeated measures ANOV A conducted 
above, the vast majority of the variance was found within cells where we 
would like to see it, i.e., we would ideally like all of the variance in scores to be 
attributable to differences among the students' writing abilities not to 
differences in their background, the raters' departments and/ or differences in 
the order in which the composition was rated. Therefore it is considered 
desirable that most of the variance in this study remains within cells. 
One problem is that this within-cells variation can be attributed to both 
true score variance in the students' abilities and to random variance, or error. 
The degree to which variance can be assigned to one or the other of these 
sources is a question of reliability. It is therefore worrisome that the interrater 
correlations were relatively low. This indicates that a relatively small 
proportion of the variation in students' scores can be attributed directly to 
variance in their true writing abilities, while a relatively large amount of 
variance remains random and unidentified. This probably means that the 
rating scale, even when used under the reasonably controlled conditions of this 
study, should be improved from the point of view of consistency. This can be 
accomplished through more intense training of the raters, through rewriting 
and improving the descriptions in the scoring scale, and/ or through use of 
more topics and raters on each composition. Certainly we owe it to our 
students, whether native speakers or international students to explore these 
avenues so that we can provide the best assessment scales available for judging 
their abilities. 
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The best and worst feature analysis indicates that both departments 
attend to CONTENT as a primary positive feature. At the same time, the 
English Department raters appear to pay more attention to COHESION and 
SYNTAX than do ESL raters, while the latter group appears to consider 
ORGANIZATION more important. In terms of negative features, both groups 
seem to attend to SYNTAX as a primary negative feature with MECHANICS 
being of somewhat more interest to English Department raters and CONTENT 
being of more interest to ESL raters. 
CONCLUSION 
One of the most important results of this study is the apparent lack of 
differences in the writing of native speakers and ESL students at the end of 
ENG 100 and ESL 100. Perhaps equally interesting is the finding that there was 
no significant difference between the scores assigned by instructors in the 
English and ESL Departments. It appears that we assign, on average, very 
similar scores- regardless of our department, background or training. We 
may arrive at those scores from somewhat different perspectives (as indicated 
by the features analysis), but on average, we do arrive together. 
In addition to quelling discussion of the 11ESL problem" and ending the 
need for the committee that set up this research, this cooperative study had 
other useful side effects. For instance, hitherto uncommon communication and 
cooperation has occurred between the ESL and English Departments. Since 
this research was first conducted, there has been a noticeable increase in 
consultations between departments on many policy and testing issues. 
Moreover, the Director of ELI has been appointed a permanent ex officio 
member of the Manoa Writing Board which governs the Manoa Writing 
Program. In this capacity, the author is conducting research (using 
generalizability theory) to help isolate the sources of error in UHM 
composition ratings across departments so that the scale can be improved and 
employed in a more reliable manner by all concerned parties. 
All of these efforts and others yet to come will hopefully lead to much 
more sharing of information so that students across the Manoa campus can 
benefit by growing increasingly proficient in their writing abilities - whether 
those abilities are being applied to writing a short story, doing a psychology 
term paper, creating documentation for a computer program, or writing up 
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biology lab notes. This is the nature of a writing across the curriculum 
program. Apparently, it is a program that not only helps our students to fill 
their writing needs, but also aids us in improving our capabilities in teaching 
and testing writing so that all students, whether American or foreign, can 
benefit equally. 
Further Research 
As is often the case, the results of this study have raised more questions 
than they have answered. For that reason, the following suggestions for 
further research are made: 
1. Will similar results be obtained if this study is replicated? If it is 
replicated at other institutions? 
2. What are the principle sources of measurement error in the test 
administration and scoring procedures described above? How can 
that error be minimized in order to enhance test reliability? 
3. What is the relative validity of the measure described here when 
compared with other scoring methods for native international students 
and native speakers? 
4. How does the writing performance of students ("foreign" and native 
speakers alike) who transfer composition courses into UHM compare 
to that of students who take the course on campus? 
5. How would the raters from the two departments differ if they were to 
use an analytic rating scale designed to produce separate scores for 
each of the six features examined in this study? Would there be any 
relationship between the best and worst features identified for 
compositions and the scores assigned? 
6. What alternative and/ or additional sources of information [e.g., ACT 
Verbal scores, grade point average, Test of Written English (ETS 1989) 
scores, portfolios, etc.] should be used in studying the similarities and 
differences between ESL and English Department students and 
instructors? 
7. Do students who only speak English differ in writing performance 
from students who also speak Hawaiian Creole English? 
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APPENDIX A 
EVALUATION SCALE FOR 1HE PLACEMENT EXAMINATION IN 
WRITING 
adapted from and consistent with 
"On Evaluating Writing in English 100" 
based on 
the CUNY Evaluation Scale for the Writing Skills Assessment Test 
"5"- The essay reveals that the writer has understood the passage. It provides 
a full and well organized response to the topic. It has a clear thesis or focus, 
and the writer demonstrates control from the start. The ideas are expressed in 
appropriate language. They reflect an element of originality and are presented 
in a thoughtful and confident voice. A sense of pattern of development, 
reflected in well developed paragraphs, is present from beginning to end. The 
writer supports assertions with explanation or illustration, and the vocabulary 
is well suited to the context. Sentences reflect a command of syntax within the 
ordinary range of standard written English. Grammar, punctuation, and 
spelling are almost always correct. 
"4" -The essay provides an organized response to the topic. The response is 
built around a central focus and is expressed in clear language most of the 
time. It is clear the reader has understood the passage. The writer develops 
ideas logically and coherently. These ideas are presented in fairly well 
developed paragraphs and are supported with examples. The writer generally 
signals relationships within and between paragraphs. The vocabulary is varied 
and appropriate for the essay topic and avoids oversimplifications or 
distortions. Sentences generally are correct grammatically, although some 
errors may be present when structure is particularly complex. With few 
exceptions, grammar, punctuation, and spelling are correct. 
"3" - The essay shows a basic understanding of the passage, as well as the 
demands of essay organization, although there might be occasional digressions 
and the response to the different parts of the question may not be balanced. 
The development of ideas is sometimes incomplete or rudimentary, but a basic 
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focus and logical structure can be discerned. Vocabulary generally is 
appropriate for the essay topic but at times is oversimplified. Sentences reflect 
a sufficient command of standard written English to ensure reasonable clarity 
of expression. Common forms of agreement and grammatical inflection are 
usually, although not always, correct. The writer's use of punctuation suggests 
an understanding of the boundaries of the sentence. The writer spells common 
words, except perhaps so-called 11demons," with a reasonable degree of 
accuracy. 
112"- The essay provides a response to the topic but generally has no overall 
pattern of organization. The writer communicates a partial or limited 
understanding of the ideas in the passage. Parts of the question are responded 
to unevenly; sometimes one part is emphasized and another slighted. Ideas are 
often repeated or undeveloped, although occasionally a paragraph within the 
essay does have some structure. Vocabulary often is limited. The writer 
generally does not signal relationships between and within paragraphs. 
Syntax is often rudimentary and lacking in variety. The essay has recurrent 
grammatical problems, or because of an extremely narrow range of syntactical 
choices, only occasional grammatical problems appear. Sentence fragments 
and run-on sentences appear; the writer does not always recognize sentence 
boundaries. The writer occasionally misspells common words. 
111"- The essay begins with a response to the topic but does not develop that 
response. The response suggests that the writer misread or misunderstood 
parts of the passage. One part of the question may be emphasized and another 
part nearly or totally ignored. Ideas are repeated frequently, or are presented 
randomly, or both. Words are often misused, and vocabulary is limited. 
Syntax is often tangled and is not sufficiently stable to ensure reasonable clarity 
of expression. Errors in grammar, punctuation, and spelling occur often. 
110" -The essay reveals little or no understanding of the passage. It suffers 
from general incoherence and has no discernible pattern of organization. It 
displays a high frequency of error in the regular features of standard written 
English. Lapses in punctuation, spelling, and grammar often frustrate the 
reader. 
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or 
The essay is so brief that any reasonably accurate judgment of the writer's 
competence is impossible. 
or 
The effort does not respond to the question as posed, or it seems not to be a 
serious response to the question. 
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